
I emphatically protest the approval of the Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) 
project in Valley Center.  On many levels. 

The GENERAL PLAN for San Diego County was finally completed less than 
two years ago and DID NOT INCLUDE LHR.

The San Diego HOUSING UNIT update submitted this spring DID NOT 
INCLUDE LHR. 

The idea of allowing LHR to cram in 1750 housing units on 600 acres 
zoned for only 120 is repugnant. 
The LHR project is poorly planned, self-serving, wishful, and rude.
The developer has not considered anything but his own profit and how 
to recoup his costs of purchasing the land prior to the real estate 
crash.  There has not been any consideration for traffic, traffic 
safety, fire hazards, natural contours of the land, neighbors, access 
to the freeway or schools or the country atmosphere of the area. 

The idea that adding over 5,000 people (and 10k to 15k vehicles) is 
offensive.

The argument that this project will 'create jobs' is delusional or 
false.  The construction industry may pick up a bit in this area, but 
where are all the people going to work that would buy into this 
project?  The jobs are temporary at best and the project will only 
exacerbate traffic problems on I-15 (NORTH AND SOUTH) as well as 
Highway 395, Gopher Canyon Road, Old Castle Road, Lilac Road, and 
Valley Center Road.

PLEASE deny the GP update and Lilac Hills Ranch as it is now 
presented.  It needs to go back to the developer for about a 99% 
reduction in size.  THEN perhaps it will be acceptable. 
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I emphatically protest the approval of the Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) project in Valley Center.  On many 
levels. 

The GENERAL PLAN for San Diego County was finally completed less than 
two years ago and DID NOT INCLUDE LHR.

The San Diego HOUSING UNIT update submitted this spring DID NOT 
INCLUDE LHR. 

The idea of allowing LHR to cram in 1750 housing units on 600 acres 
zoned for only 120 is repugnant. 
The LHR project is poorly planned, self-serving, wishful, and rude.
The developer has not considered anything but his own profit and how 
to recoup his costs of purchasing the land prior to the real estate 
crash.  There has not been any consideration for traffic, traffic 
safety, fire hazards, natural contours of the land, neighbors, access 
to the freeway or schools or the country atmosphere of the area. 

The idea that adding over 5,000 people (and 10k to 15k vehicles) is 
offensive.

The argument that this project will 'create jobs' is delusional or 
false.  The construction industry may pick up a bit in this area, but 
where are all the people going to work that would buy into this 
project?  The jobs are temporary at best and the project will only 
exacerbate traffic problems on I-15 (NORTH AND SOUTH) as well as 
Highway 395, Gopher Canyon Road, Old Castle Road, Lilac Road, and 
Valley Center Road.

PLEASE deny the GP update and Lilac Hills Ranch as it is now 
presented.  It needs to go back to the developer for about a 99% 
reduction in size.  THEN perhaps it will be acceptable. 

Respectfully,

Dorothy Kennedy 
Valley Center 
760/749-8344
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Slovick, Mark

From: Patty <kyranlis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 3:55 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: DEIR for ACCRETIVE project

Hello Mark, This project and the reports submitted for it are seriously flawed for many reasons. A couple of 
glaring things are the traffic issues, fire issues, water including run off of stormwater. 

The barrel system for recycling water at this many homes is unenforceable. Would the county inspectors be 
available to monitor the use and maintenance of such water barrels at each home? 

The traffic issues have not been properly addressed. How many vehicles could cross that bridge in case of 
evacuation? The building of so many homes in this area would prove diastrous for current home owners and any 
additional homes. 

The answer to fire safety is to not build 1700 homes in an already imperiled area.  

This project is piece meal and inconsistent with the General Plan. Why even have a plan if you don't adhere to 
it? Why bother trying to fool the public at all? 

This project goes against all reason. Its sole purpose is to make a few developers rich. It has NOTHING to do 
with the plans outlined in the General Plan.  

Please do the right thing and reject this abomination!  

Patricia LaChapelle 

They have proposed rain barrels for each home to  
Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android 
�



August 17, 2013

Mr. Mark Slovick
San Diego County Department of Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Ave., Suite310
San Diego, CA 92123
Mark.slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Dear Mr. Slovick,

Accretive Investments’ claim that their proposed Lilac Hills development of 1746 residential 
units, 90,000 square feet of commercial meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) is Orwellian double-speak. The first principle of LEED is to build on urban (brown) sites 
where infrastructure is in place. It is also Orwellian double-speak to claim that this project, that 
will blast over four million cubic yard of earth, will leave the natural topography in place. 

This project is a slap in the face to the Valley Center Community Planning Group, an elected 
body that spend countless volunteer hours developing their blueprint for future development in 
Valley Center.

I am attaching an article from the June 7, 2012, issue of Nature. Simply put, the authors of this 
article believe that the entire world ecosystem might be close to the point where it will be 
damaged beyond the point where it can repair itself. There are many examples of where this 
damage has happened on a local scale. Easter Island is a prime example. The unchecked 
exploitation of Easter Island’s forest of Palms and plentiful supply of fresh water turned it into a 
desert island. Now, I am not suggesting that this one project, Lilac Hills, will tip the balance and 
ruin the planet’s web of life. But if this project is passed, it will set a precedent for man more 
such “villages” replacing prime agricultural land, and natural habitat. Don’t allow such a 
precedent to be set.

Sincerely,

Margaret McCown Liles

P.S. I am e-mailing this to you to meet the August 19, 2013 deadline. I will mail a hardcopy of 
this letter as well as the Nature article. 
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Dear Mr. Slovick, 

This e-mail is being sent to object to the implementation of the above-mentioned development.  The 
Development is not consistent with the County General Plan.  It is high time for the San Diego County 
planning authorities to dramatically slow down development in our county if it is to remain an attractive 
place to live for its present occupants.  To continue to add developments such as this one which would 
wrench away large portions of our backcountry and replace it with urban wasteland is scandalous and a 
disservice to the people who live here.  Take a page from the efforts made in the San Francisco East Bay 
and Peninsula areas where truly large areas of open space were put aside for the enjoyment of this and 
future generations.  San Diego does not need to follow the Los Angeles model.  There are alternatives! 

Sincerely,

Dr. Ronald Medak
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Mr.�Slovick�
��
There�is�no�way�that�this�development�can�safely�be�added�to�the�community�as�proposed.��The�Lilac�bridge�and�
the�surrounding�roads�in�their�current�form�cannot�safely�accommodate�the�massive�amounts�of�additional�
traffic�that�Lilac�Hills�Ranch�will�create.�
��
I�do�not�see�how�the�County�can�approve�this�development�in�its�current�proposed�form.�
��
Thanks�for�your�consideration.�
��
Aaron�Moore�
760�533�2900�

Page 1 of 1

8/19/2013mhtml:file://C:\Users\mslovick\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Fi...



Thank you Mr. Slovick for the information. Here is my comment, which addresses my most serious 
concern with the Lilac Hills Ranch project: 

Until the developer insures that my neighbors and I can safely evacuate the West Lilac Rd. area when 
ordered to do so by the fire department or sheriff department, the project must not go forward. Please do 
not risk the lives of current residents by considering any development that will not insure our safety. 
That is what I expect of our elected officials and all county government employees. By the way, I vote, 
and so do my many children and grandchildren! 

Sincerely,
Claire Murray 
9076 W. Lilac Rd. 
Escondido, CA 92026 

On Mon, Aug 19, 2013 at 10:27 AM, Slovick, Mark <Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hi Claire,

I apologize for not responding back to you.  I thought that those were your comments on the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR).  

The project does not propose to widen the West Lilac Road Bridge.  The project proposes to add a curb, gutter 
and sidewalk to the south side of the existing bridge.  The project does propose to improve West Lilac Road 
from the project site to Old Highway 395.  This information is included in the Draft EIR, Tentative Map and 
Preliminary Grading Plan exhibits online: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/regulatory/docs/LILAC_HILLS_RANCH/LILAC-HILLS-RANCH.html.

Please submit your comments by 4pm today in order for them to be included in the EIR.

Thanks, Mark 

From: Claire Murray [mailto:ckmurray8@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 8:24 PM 
To: Slovick, Mark 
Subject: Fwd: Lilac Hills Ranch Project

Dear Mr. Slovick, 
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The time for making comments regarding my concerns about the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project 
is growing short. My intention has been to garner as much information as possible before offering an 
opinion. When I asked the question in the message sent on Aug.5, 2013, I was expecting a reply from 
you. There is still a very small bit of time for you to reply, so that, armed with facts, I can make make 
my comments by the deadline. Will you please reply? 

If my questions should be directed elsewhere, will you kindly respond with the appropriate place, so 
that I can follow the correct procedure? 

Please note:  For your convenience, I have included the previous message..

Thank you, 

Claire Murray 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Claire Murray <ckmurray8@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Aug 5, 2013 at 10:27 PM 
Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch Project 
To: Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Dear Mr. Slovick, 

I have a concern about the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project near W. Lilac Rd, in North San Diego 
County. In the event of a wildfire, the residents of this area would need to use W. Lilac Rd to 
evacuate. Even if W. Lilac Rd were to be widened, and improved, the bridge that spans I-15 would 
need to be traversed. Are there plans to widen that bridge? If not, what are the evacuees expected to 
do when they reach that narrow bridge, which will certainly be filled with vehicles full of helpless 
residents?

Members of my family were trapped in Ramona during the disastrous fire a few short years ago. 
Unable to traverse the clogged highways, they had to shelter in place, within their home. I was unable 
to help them in any way during that time. It was a terrifying situation. How can I be assured that a 
safe, effective route will be available to me if I need to evacuate my home, which is east of the bridge, 
on W. Lilac Rd? 

Any information that you provide that can allay my fears, will be appreciated. 
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Sincerely,

Claire Murray 
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Dear Mr. Slovick, 

I have a concern about the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project near W. Lilac Rd, in North San Diego 
County. In the event of a wildfire, the residents of this area would need to use W. Lilac Rd to evacuate. 
Even if W. Lilac Rd were to be widened, and improved, the bridge that spans I-15 would need to be 
traversed. Are there plans to widen that bridge? If not, what are the evacuees expected to do when they 
reach that narrow bridge, which will certainly be filled with vehicles full of helpless residents?

Members of my family were trapped in Ramona during the disastrous fire a few short years ago. Unable 
to traverse the clogged highways, they had to shelter in place, within their home. I was unable to help 
them in any way during that time. It was a terrifying situation. How can I be assured that a safe, 
effective route will be available to me if I need to evacuate my home, which is east of the bridge, on W. 
Lilac Rd? 

Any information that you provide that can allay my fears, will be appreciated. 

Sincerely,
Claire Murray 
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Dear Mr. Slovick, 

Please accept this letter of opposition and protest to the development proposed for Lilac Hills 
Ranch Development. 

The development, in our opinion, is much too large and does not bring any  value to the 
existing property owners currently living in the community.  It will bring considerable negative 
issues to the existing surronding communities.   

One of the most worry some  issue to my husband and myself is the added burden of traffic on 
our existing rural roads.   These roads are already suffering for the existing traffic as they are 
very narrow, very windy and are in constant need of patching.  I have been delayed numerous 
times by tow trucks removing vehicles that have had breakdowns and accidents that block the 
entire lane as there is no pull outs or shoulders that exist on Circle R Drive.   Nor is there 
adequate land available on many parts of Circle R Drive to accommodate such pull offs if they 
were to be proposed.   There was a recent incident where a vehicle drove across the double 
line and went off the street into a tree.  This was due to driver error.  I was delayed for 20+ 
minutes until a tow truck was summoned to pull the vehicle away from the tree and out of the 
lane of traffic that the vehicle was partially blocking.   I can not begin to calculate what 
additional traffic problems that so many additional trips would be caused by the additional of 
1600+ homes.   It would be horrendous for all of us.   Just the construction vehicles to build 
such a development would clog and deteriorate the road conditions on Circle R Drive as well 
as Mountain Ridge.    

  The right of way on our personal ingress, egress to our home is off of Mountain Ridge Road.  
This  will be harmed by the proposed development traffic.   The developers are saying they 
have access over our private road.  How can this be?   I did not give my permission, nor has 
anyone in our 18 home development of "Circle R Estates".   We do not want the added burden 
of the road maintenance that would be required on Mountain Ridge Lane.   Currently all of us 
folks that live off this private road must contribute to the up keep of the road.   The added 
burden is unacceptable.   Again, we do not need, want or approve access off our private 
ingress and egress. 

We chose to live in this rural community with our 2+ acre lot as a way of life.   Having "Big City" 
development just a stone's throw from our house will be totally distractive, intrusive and 
offensive  to our current way of life.   We both believe that our property value would be greatly 
diminished.   The noise levels will increase, traffic will increase, accidents will increase; 
the proposed development is totally out of character for this rural area.   The air quality will 
decrease.   There are not adequate fire services, water services, schools  to handle this 
development.   

Please help our cause by a no vote on this development.    

Respectfully submitted by: 

Gary and Linda Nelson 
9755 Megan Terrace 
Escondido, CA 92026 
760 751-1958  
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Mark––Pasted in and Attached below are Comments on the Accretive DEIR, on behalf of the Valley 
Center Trails Association. 

To: Mark Slovic 

From: VCTA 

Date: August 19, 2013 

Via Email 

Re: Accretive DEIR Comments on Trails 

The Valley Center Trails Association submits the following Comments on the Accretive DEIR, in 
addition to all the VCCPG Comments separately submitted. 

It is difficult to make comments on this Project and its Draft EIR, because it makes up new terms, or 
misuses well-defined terms in the county’s General Plan, Valley Center Community Plan, and the 
Community Trails Master Plan. There appears to be a very conscious attempt to mislead the staff, 
public, and potential purchasers of homes in this Project. 

The Specific Plan and DEIR suggest that the project includes a functional public trail system, but most 
of the trails proposed are private. If approved, the amenities the project will provide will certainly bring 
in local residents from outside the project.  The public park and school would bring in Valley Center 
and Bonsall residents from outside the development, who should also have access to a public trail 
system. A private trails system is not consistent with community character, and the Valley Center 
Community Plan and CTMP provisions for an interconnecting public trails system.

The “Trails Plan” shown in SP Figure 20 does not provide the Staging Area shown on the VC portion of 
the CTMP along West Lilac Road, between Shirey and Birdsong Lanes, near Lancaster Creek Road 
(north of the Project). (The trail alignments and Staging Areas depicted on the adopted CTMP are 
proposed general corridors and sites, and do not represent exact locations.)  This Project could and 
should be, but is not, home to that proposed Staging Area. 

Construction of that Planned-For Staging Area as part of this Project would make the 
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required “pathway” along West Lilac Road actually usable by the general public (as well as potential 
Project residents) as part of the system. It would complement the Project, and facilitate future expansion 
of the trails system onto Lancaster Creek Road. Like so many necessary infrastructure pieces this 
Project neglects, or provides minimum compliance with, trails without a Staging Area for cars for 
hikers and bikers, and equestrian rigs, are not useful or sustainable.

Normally, projects of this size provide a comprehensive public trail system that connects both 
neighborhoods within and outside the project, as well as other existing and proposed public facilities 
and trails.  The trail alignments depicted on Figure 20 are mostly private, restricted from or otherwise 
unusable by equestrians, and lack the CTMP-required 15-foot easements.

Where they are CTMP-defined Pathways, in Valley Center the CTMP requires fencing or barriers 
between the traveled portions of the road (Goal SG 4 and Policy SP 1). Pathways typically have a tread 
width of 10-feet (8-feet may be acceptable). “Ranch Multi-Use Trails” (apparently intended to be 
dedicated to the County) appear to be only a 10 to12-foot easement, instead of the required 15 feet. 
Worse yet, they are proposed to have only a 3-foot tread! Although this is expressed as “minimum,” 
consistent with Accretive’s approach, one can be assured any tread larger than 3 feet will be a rarity. 
This is NOT consistent with the CTMP, but again not discussed or analyzed in the DEIR. 

New road construction requires “Type D Special” constructed on one side of the road. (The non-pathway
side right-of-way may be reduced to accommodate the minimum 15 feet of pathway right-of-way
required.) Neither the SP or DEIR text, nor Figure 20 show these requirements, and thus are NOT in
compliance with the GP, VCCP, or CTMP. Nor does the DEIR discuss or analyze the environmenta
impacts of the failures. 

The “Trails Plan” shows mostly cul de sacs for users of the “Public” trail system, including no way out 
of the Project to the South. Until Phases 4 and 5, it will be severely truncated and difficult to access for 
any non-resident of the Project. Even then, it does not provide for a connection out of the Project, as 
required by the CTMP (assuming Accretive has a legal right to use Mountain Ridge Road, which is 
apparently highly doubtful). 

Although Trail easements adjacent to private roads can be only 10-12 feet, there appears to be no reason 
(other than Developer skimping on its costs) to create a different, confusing name for a lesser trail 
component. Similarly, tread width for a county-dedicated Trail Easement along a private road can vary 
between 3 to 8 feet, but that variance depends on location, grade and topography. Instead, Accretive has 
made 3 feet their “Standard,” regardless of location, grade and topography.

Finally, the SP and DEIR state that the only financial support for construction and maintenance of ALL 
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the trails and pathways is the HOA. As with Parks, this is a dubious financing mechanism, since the 
statewide HOA track record for refusal or failure to adequately provide for such infrastructure makes 
their existence very risky. 

The VCTA hopes and expects that the county will require Accretive to be in complete compliance with 
the GP, VCCP, and the CTMP. The DEIR must be corrected and re-circulated to meet CEQA’s 
disclosure requirements. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rich Rudolf 

Chairperson 

Cc: Valley Center Community Planning Group 

            Valley Center Vaqueros, Inc. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Rich Rudolf 
VCTA Chairperson 
richrudolf@sbcglobal.net
760-749-0662 
www.vctrails.org
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To: Mark Slovak 
Project Manager 
County of San Diego Planning and Development Services 

Dear Mr. Slovic -

As a resident of the West Lilac area,( and potential Lilac Hills Ranch), I am deeply concerned with the 
Fire Protection Plan of LHR, as given in their EIR to the County. I have been through the two major 
fires in this area in the last 10 years and know first hand what kind of chaos is created when smoke 
begins creeping in through the windowsills and door cracks; when ash from a closely approaching 
wildfire falls, covering everything in its wind driven path. The human mind, in its wonderful fight or 
flight reaction responding to such alarms of danger does not always think logically, thus chaos begins. 

My concern is an evacuation route for all those Valley Center residents, who would be using the same 
roads to go west (in the event of a San Pasqual or eastern Santa Ana fire), out of Valley Center, as the 
added 5,000 plus residents of Lilac Hills Ranch try to do the same thing on the same roads. Obviously, 
those LHR evacuees will be filing out on one of the two,  two- lane roads which will not have had any 
improvements except a mere four feet added in a portion of the miles long curvaceous escape. This 
makes for a perfect recipe of "Bottleneck". Add smoke, lack of visibility, and restricted oxygen along 
with the types of vehicles escaping - horse trailers and pick-ups, elderly (Senior's Home in LHR SP), and 
the many vehicles traveling westward from the east and the Bottleneck just became chaos, with the great 
potential of accidents, and even death (as was seen in the 2003 Valley Center Fire). NEVER AGAIN!!!! 

I personally lived through that. You have no idea until you are in it! The wind generated by fire, the 
debris blown across your path, the stinging and suffocating smoke, the singeing embers threatening to 
land on something precious, forcing a "third" lane against oncoming traffic(as little as it was) trying to 
get traffic moving...  all done under the fear of being caught within the fire's reach.

Of course a fire coming from the high density brush area west of LHR would pose a problem just as 
well. Those in the development would be forced out, exiting onto Covey Lane and proceeding east, 
down the curvaceous and extremely narrow West Lilac, again running into the same scenario as 
above...Bottleneck. Their EIR Fire Protection Plan just doesn't make sense for the residents...new or now 
present. This community, if allowed under the current EIR, would be a major component for a  death 
trap, just waiting to happen.

LHR's EIR does not provide a means for safe evacuation, but rather complicates an already present 
problem of crippled two-lane back country roads as the only means of escape for an already present 
population.

Please consider the facts. 

floann sannipoli
9542 Covey Lane
Escondido, CA 92026
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I read the Draft EIR for Lilac Ranch.  I believe its analysis of growth inducement is inadequate and its 
conclusions incorrect in light of development history in the vicinity.

If you look at land use patterns immediately east of I-15 you will see that starting with the Lawrence 
Welk development, there has been a near continuous spread of large scale single family residential 
development from just south of Rt 76 toward Escondido.

This is not what is envisioned in the most recent County General Plan.

If the Supervisors agree that their recently completed General Plan is inadequate to guide anticipated 
growth, then they might consider approving this project.

It does not have significant environmental impacts in and of itself.  

But the project does not rise to the level of meeting the goals outlined by the County for a village. 
 Indeed, the "village" of Valley Center is 10 miles distant.  That is not "walkable" or "bikeable".  There 
is precious little public transportation.  This is a rural area served by cars.  This development changes 
that to an area with urban density levels served by cars.

The County and its citizens as well as many experts spent a great deal of time and money creating the 
new General Plan.

Therefore it is difficult to understand why a series of amendments to the plan, zoning and other recently 
approved guidelines for growth would be considered this soon after adoption. 

This project is basically a straight single family detached subdivision with three later-phase speculative 
elements:  neighborhood serving commercial, senior housing and nursing/assisted living--what I will 
call congregate care.

Phase I of the project has few to no elements that contribute to sustainability.

The subdivision is not dissimilar to others located slightly east of I-15--from Rt 76 in the north toward 
Escondido to the south.  It most significant difference is its smaller lots.

In some subdivisions, and in CalFIRE's recommendations, smaller lots and a smaller development 
perimeter can reduce fire risk.  However, in this case, smaller lots may create an inconsistent pattern of 
vegetation management between private yards and HOA managed lands and open space.

Indeed, even though the FPP seems to say otherwise, it appears from the Tentative Map(s) that there is 
inadequately designed (common area lot depth and width) common-owned HOA land to create adequate 
defensible space between structures and between structures and natural or planted vegetation.  At a 
minimum, the SFR lots would have to be larger or the HOA owned area made larger.  These areas, 
which will be pruned and thinned, and in some cases "cleared" must not overlap or infringe on open 
space and CSS or woodland/riparian areas that are to be left in a natural condition.

Fuel modification should never occur within the protected open space, CSS or woodland/riparian areas.

The project's GP designations and zoning  should be approved such that the developer cannot change 
land uses in later phases from commercial, senior and congregate housing to single family detached 
housing.
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Such future rezoning or a change in development intensity and mix would defeat the stated purposes of 
the project, which are to create a village.

Unfortunately this project proposes too few dwelling units to create a village.  The ADT for this 
development and reliance on the automobile for most trips (to work, to larger commercial centers, etc.) 
does not appear to be different from a standard subdivision.

The number of houses in the early phases of the project (in conjunction with existing rooftops in the 
area) are too few to support the proposed commercial development.

Seniors do not consume at the same rate as younger persons and those with families.  Congregate care 
residents do not usually go shopping. The facilities contract out most purchases to larger vendors.

Concept Landscape Plan (Phase 1 Tract 5572-RPL3) problems:

1.  Introduction of horticultural species on the CalIPC (invasive plant council) list of Moderately 
invasive species-- 

Cotoneaster
Gazania
Vinca major

2.  Introduction of non-native horticultural varieties where California native plants are readily available 
and superior substitutes (use less water, less fertilizer, do not need pesticides, attract birds, insects 
butterflies)

Rapheolepis  (Manzanita spp. lemonade berry, laurel sumac, others, are substitutes)
Salvia gregii  (Cleveland sage and hybrids/cultivars are substitutes)

It is ironic that one of California's premier native plant nurseries, Las Pilitas, is located a stone's throw 
from this project, yet it appears the developer and its landscape architect, Wimmer Yamada have chosen 
to ignore this fact.  I could be wrong and hope I am.

3.  Use of California native plants not found in this area and for which there are perfectly acceptable 
natives found in the vicinity of the project

Quercus douglasii (Q. Engelmani is a substitute)

The Specific Plan and landscape plans should make it absolutely clear that no species of acacia that are 
not CA natives, no species of eucalyptus and no non native pines will be used.  They are highly 
flammable.

The choice of street trees is impoverished.  The selected species rarely attain enough height and canopy 
to provide any shade.

Vegetation management issues:

1.  Zone A does not need to be cleared.  In fact, clearance leads to erosion, build up of heat, and can 
encourage growth of weedy annuals which when dry, in late spring, are severe fire hazards.

2.  Zone B fuel reduction protocol is misstated. 50% is the cover goal after pruning and thinning.  As 
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written, it is conceivable that 50% of existing cover would be removed annually, fairly quickly resulting 
in a denuded landscape.  In addition there is no precedent for cutting back grasses to 4".  A more 
common standard is 6" although there is no peer reviewed research that demonstrates that an arbitrary 
height, like 6", or arbitrary thinning and pruning beyond 50% canopy on slopes confers any benefit.

Indeed, after the 2003 and 2007 wildfires in San Diego County, a consortium of insurance companies 
completed an evaluation that suggests that well maintained trees and shrubs of various heights, forming 
a series of canopies, can knock down burning embers (firebrands) which the EIR correctly identifies as 
the cause of most structure fires in the WUI in wind driven wildfire conditions.

There are well demonstrated alternatives to the hackneyed landscape plan incorporated into this project. 

Deer Springs FD has evaluated a number of alternative solutions and the Hidden Meadows project 
incorporates a series of greenbelts as buffers--all supporting California native plants in well maintained 
ranks.

In conclusion, there is little in the EIR that is incorrect except the analysis of inducements to further 
growth.

But the proposed project/subdivision lacks imagination.

It is easier to forecast that it will not support the stated goals than to believe it will.

Real villages have connectivity to other urbanized areas.  This project does not.  Valley Center is more 
than 10 miles distant.  Roads between the project and Valley Center cannot support the traffic generated 
by this project.

Real villages encourage a variety of transportation and transit alternatives.  This project will rely 
virtually 100% on cars.

Excellent examples of very recent nearby development include the Palomar project in San Marcos near 
rail, bus and high density development.

I fail to understand how the Lilac Ranch project comports with the recently approved County General 
Plan.

Peter H. StClair 
2341 Whitman Street
San Diego CA 92103
619-260-1307
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